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RE: P u b l i c H e a l t h Asses sment for the Vasquez Boulevard and 1-70 S i t e
December 26, 2001, I n i t i a l Release
Dear Mr. Howie:
Thank you for the o p p o r t u n i t y to review the Public H e a l t h Assessment (PHA), I n i t i a l
Release dated December 26, 2001, for the Vasquez Boulevard and 1-70 S i t e . We have
the f o l l o w i n g comments:
Genera l:
W h i l e many of the comments below are directed at the text in the summary of the
document ( p a g e s iii - v i ) , they a l s o a p p l y to the body of the document that is the s
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document ( p a g e s i i i - v i ) , they a l s o a p p l y to the body of the document
of text for the summary.

source

A. Given the l eng th of the document and its intended audience (the general p u b l i c ) , we
believe it is important that the summary of the PHA be concise and focused on
ATSDR's "take-home message". T h i s is e s p e c i a l l y important since it is l i k e l y that
most readers will read only the summary and, at most, skim port ions of the rest of the
document. A f t e r reading the summary, the reader should come away with a clear
unders tanding o f ATSDR's assessment o f pub l i c hea l th concerns for the s i te, and i t s
recommendations for fur ther action. It is our opinion that the summary does not
clearly convey ATSDR's concerns, in a manner readily accessible to the general
public.
A member of the p u b l i c reading this document might l e g i t i m a t e l y ask, "Does ATSDR
believe that the l ev e l s of arsenic in my yard are of concern?" "Does ATSDR believe



that the c l eanup recommended by EPA wi l l protec t my health?" The document does
not answer these questions. For example, a f t e r reading the summary, we understand
that ATSDR is concerned about pica behavior in ch i ldren at the site. For the pica
scenario, ATSDR states they are concerned about soil arsenic l e v e l s at 650 sampled
prop er t i e s , but does not provide the soil arsenic value that is basis for this statement.
A member of the p u b l i c might ask "Which 650 proper t i e s?"

B. There are a number of l o c a t i o n s in the report where ATSDR cites EPA's risk
assessment c a l c u l a t i o n s , and pre s ent s in format ion on the number of homes at which
EPA would recommend cleanup. It is not clear if ATSDR s u p p o r t s these
recommendations, and if not, what al ternate recommendations ATSDR is p r o p o s i n g .
For example, ATSDR reports EPA's soil arsenic pica value of 47 ppm, but does not
e x p l i c i t l y state if they agree or disagree with that value. For the b e n e f i t of a reader
from the community, the document should c l ear ly state if ATSDR agrees or disagrees
with E P A ' s assessment. I f A T S D R disagrees , t h e P H A should prov ide t h e reader
with alternate soil l e v e l s of concern, and the basis for these concerns, so the reader
can adequately j u d g e heal th risks for their fami ly .
S i m i l a r comments a p p l y t o A T S D R ' s di scus s ion o f long-term heal th e f f e c t s f o r
arsenic (i.e., cancer) a n d f i n d i n g s f o r lead. A T S D R mentions E P A ' s assessments f o r
numbers of p r o p e r t i e s with a concern for long-term exposure to arsenic, but does not
state whether or not ATSDR is in agreement with EPA's assessment. A l s o , ATSDR
mentions EPA's range of soil values o f concern for lead, but does not take a p o s i t i o n
on whether it agrees or d i sagre e s with any part of the range of EPA values. If the
document pre s ent s EPA's l e v e l s of concern, they should be presented in a f a s h i o n so
the reader can unders tand whether or not ATSDR is in agreement with the values.
The reader should be le f t with a clear message of ATSDR's concern for exposures to
s o i l , at their p r o p e r t y . If the document presents numbers of p r o p e r t i e s at which
ATSDR has concern, it should also present the soil concentration f r o m which the
number was d e r i v e d , such that an indiv idual can v e r i f y whether ATSDR has concern
regard ing a s p e c i f i c p r o p e r t y .
In numerous meet ings with the community (e.g., H e a l t h Team meetings, W o r k i n g
Group meetings), ATSDR has raised issues around EPA's calculat ions f o r l eve l s o f
health-concern for arsenic and lead. A f t e r raising these issues in the community, it is
incumbent on ATSDR to c l e a r l y express their f i n d i n g s , so the reader can reconcile
ATSDR's previous ly expressed d i f f e r e n c e s with EPA, and come to meaningful
conclusions r e g a r d i n g A T S D R ' s p u b l i c h ea l th concerns f o r t h e site.

C. ATSDR pre s en t s several l e v e l s of concern in the body of the document (270 ppm
arsenic in s o i l , for noncancer e f f e c t s f r o m weekly exposure, page 41; and 300 ppm
arsenic in soi l , cancer from long-term exposure, page 43) but provides very l i t t l e or
no basis for the values. ATSDR should provide e x p l i c i t s u p p o r t i n g documentat ion
for values such as these presented in the text, so the reader can understand and v e r i f y
calculat ions .

D. F i n a l l y , we have previous ly stated our concern regarding ATSDR's focu s on
exposure to arsenic f r om pica behavior, while a p p e a r i n g to ignore a s imilar concern



for exposure to lead ( D E H 2001). If p ica behavior is occurring at the l ev e l s sugge s t ed
by ATSDR, chi ldren are at risk for elevated blood lead l e v e l s f r o m lead in soil at
urban background concentrations. Consequent ly, we suggest ATSDR address this
concern in their Recommendations section ( p a g e 6 5 ) , by a d d i n g a recommendation
for blood lead t e s t ing of all young children at the si te, as an added method of
i d e n t i f y i n g soil pica behavior. Given the income l e v e l s and age of housing in the
VB/I70 s tudy area, we believe it is a p p r o p r i a t e that the PHA contain a
recommendation regarding lead t e s t ing for all young chi ldren in the V B / I 7 0 area,
regardless of their pica status.

S p e c i f i c :1. Page vii. Li s t of acronyms and abbreviations. For the abbreviation D E H , p l ea s e
change "Denver Environmental H e a l t h " to "Denver Department of Environmental
Heal th" . P l e a s e make this change g l o b a l l y throughout the document.

2. Page 2. Area H i s t o r y . The operational h i s t ory of a munic ipal waste incinerator at
the Omaha-Grant smel ter is incorrect. Plea s e m o d i f y the sentence as f o l l o w s :
"From 1944 to 1950, the Omaha-Grant smelter stack was used in t ermi t t en t ly by
the C i t y of Denver as a municipal waste incinerator." A review of newspaper
c l i p p i n g s f r o m the Denver Post and Rocky Mountain News, as well as anecdotal
evidence f r om this t imeframe, suggests that the smelter stack was used primari ly
for test burns. A combination of issues, such as inconsi s tent f e e d rates for the
municipal waste, cracks in the structure of the smel t er , and the large d r a f t in the
stack, resulted in f i r e and s a f e t y concerns, causing Mayor Quigg Newton to
recommend the stack for d e m o l i t i o n in 1949. If you require a d d i t i o n a l
c l a r i f i c a t i o n on this issue, p l ease contact C i n d y Bosco at D E H .

3. Page 3. Area H i s t o r y . In the last paragraph, p l e a s e note that "herbicides" is a
subset of "pest ic ides". The word herbicides can be d e l e t e d , or a f u l l l i s t of
arsenic-containing p e s t i c i d e s could be provided to make the statement more
correct (e.g., i n s e c t i c i d e s , herb i c ide s , r o d e n t i c i d e s ) .

4. Page 4. A c t i o n s to reduce exposure (2"d paragraph). It is incorrect to state that
"...EPA has i d e n t i f i e d an a d d i t i o n a l 100 p r o p e r t i e s ... that are e l i g i b l e for clean-
up actions... with arsenic l e v e l s greater than 240 ppm." As of the wri t ing of the
PHA, EPA had not announced their s e l e c t ion of a pre f erred al t ernat ive f r o m the
remedial a l t e rna t iv e s presented in the F e a s i b i l i t y S t u d y f or the s i te (MFG 2001).
It would be more correct to state that add i t i ona l p r o p e r t i e s wi l l be e l i g i b l e for
c leanup, but that the c leanup level w i l l not be announced until a f t e r the c lose of
the comment period on the Proposed Plan. A l t e r n a t e l y , the PHA could present
the estimated numbers of e l i g i b l e proper t i e s associated the various c l eanup l ev e l s
for the d i f f e r e n t remedial alternatives.

5. Page 4. A c t i o n s to reduce exposure (2nd paragraph, continued). The text states
"EPA is targe t ing these 101 proper t i e s to protect r e s ident s f r om the risk of cancer.
As of summer 2001, EPA has cleaned up about 50 of these propert ie s ." We
believe the text is incorrect and that proper t i e s cleaned to date in the VB area,
were cleaned as t ime-crit ical removal actions, (i.e., because there was an



assessment of imminent heal th ri sk) and not "...to protec t r e s ident s f r o m the risk
of cancer", as stated in the text. Plea s e c o n f i r m these f a c t s with EPA and c l a r i f y
in the text.

6. Page 7. C o l o r a d o Department of P u b l i c H e a l t h and Environment (second
sentence). There appears to be a t y p o g r a p h i c a l error(s) in the sentence. We
believe it was meant to read s imilar to "The s a m p l e s were analyzed in a lab for
l eve l s of the inorganic elements arsenic, cadmium, and lead." P l e a s e correct as
a p p r o p r i a t e .

7. Page 8. North ea s t Park Hill S a m p l i n g . Plea s e correct the text g l o b a l l y , to
indicate that the Northeast Park Hill neighborhood is located to the east of the
site, not to the southwest as stated in the text.

8. Page 9. Other s tudies . ATSDR might f ur th e r c l a r i f y that EPA selec ted j u v e n i l e
swine to mimic c h i l d r e n ' s gastrointes t inal absorption of chemicals f rom soil (i.e.,
the u l t imat e goal is to e s t imate human exposure), and that other animal m o d e l s are
sometimes used for similar experiments.

9. Page 9. Other s tudies (continued). Please insert c lar i f i ca t i on the text that the
a d d i t i o n a l EPA s tud i e s p e r f ormed ".. .to determine the chemical f o rm of arsenic
and lead that is present in soil" were chemical or phys i ca l t e s t s , as o p p o s e d to a
b i o l o g i c a l t e s t , such as the swine study.

10. Page 10. Arsenic in the VB study area. The text re f erence s a T a b l e 2, but there is
no T a b l e 2 in the t ex t . Plea s e c l a r i f y or correct.

11. Page 11. T e x t for G r a p h 1, re: e s t imat ion of maximum f r o m yard average. The
PHA should a c k n o w l e d g e that there is uncertainty in thi s approach , in that it relies
on data f r om only eight p r o p e r t i e s and ATSDR assumes that the arsenic
d i s t r i bu t i on pat t ern f r om those eight p r o p e r t i e s a p p l i e s to all other p r o p e r t i e s in
the site. The text might note that EPA has e s t imated the maximum leve l in a
residential yard (EPA 2001) using an approach d i f f e r e n t than that described in the
P H A .

12. Page 13. T a b l e 4. Plea s e add text to the t i t l e of T a b l e 4, c l a r i f y i n g that the
arsenic data are measured values (versus estimates as presented in T a b l e 3). We
suggest the t i t l e "Maximum measured arsenic l e v e l s in soil at p r o p e r t i e s in the
Northeast Park Hill neighborhood".

13. Page 14. Lead. We suggest the add i t i on of text c l a r i f y i n g that deteriorated lead
based paint is a common source of e levated l e v e l s of lead in so i l .

14. Page 17 and 18. Air Data. The d i s cus s ion of the status of the air q u a l i t y in the
Denver m e t r o p o l i t a n area is incorrect. Denver current ly meets the carbon
monoxide, P M 1 0 and ozone standards. The state has d e v e l o p e d attainment and
maintenance p l a n s for al l three criteria p o l l u t a n t s (see



h t t p : / / w w w . c d p h e . s t a t e . c o . u s / a p / a t t a i n m a i n t a i n . a s p ) . Plea s e correct the PHA text
to r e f l e c t t h i s informat ion. Contact our o f f i c e i f you need a d d i t i o n a l c l a r i f i c a t i o n .

15. Page 22. Eating home-grown produce. The text might c l a r i f y that chemicals also
can be present on the exterior of p l a n t s as a surface d e p o s i t i o n f r o m contaminated
soil. Hence , the importance of t horough ly washing and/or p e e l i n g home-grown
f r u i t s and vegetables from a yard with elevated level s of contaminants.

16. Page 23. Sed imen t s . It is our unders tanding that there are more sediment and
surface water data available for the V B / I 7 0 area than are di scussed in the PHA.
Please review EnviroGroup (2001) for a discussion of available data, or contact
our o f f i c e and we w i l l r e f e r you to the a p p r o p r i a t e DEH contact.

17. Page 24. S u r f a c e Water. See comment #16 above, for sediments.
18. Page 25. Breathing outdoor and indoor air. It is our u n d e r s t a n d i n g that the

Colorado Department of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n ( C D O T ) has air monitoring data for
several parameters, inc luding arsenic and lead, f r o m a s i t e( s) near the area. Please
consider an evaluat ion of the CDOT data for its a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s as an ind i ca t i on
of air q u a l i t y for the site.

19. Page 25. Breathing outdoor and indoor air (cont inued). ATSDR i m p l i e s that
arsenic and lead could be present in indoor air due to contaminant evaporation
f r o m contaminated soil s in crawlspaces, and that indoor air s a m p l i n g data would
be necessary in order to ".. .determine whether this type of exposure is a c tua l ly
occurring in the V B I 7 0 s t u d y area." We suggest that, i f ATSDR be l i ev e s t h i s to
be a po t en t ia l exposure pathway, then ATSDR conduct screening c a l c u l a t i o n s
regarding the concentrations necessary for this to pathway to be of concern. It is
our as sumption that this pathway is ex tremely u n l i k e l y to be c o m p l e t e d , given the
ex tremely low evaporat ion rate of inorganic arsenic and lead c o m p o u n d s f r o m
soil. If ATSDR intended to expres s a d i f f e r e n t concern in the r e f erenced
paragraph, then we suggest ATSDR c l a r i f y its meaning.

20. Page 27. Lead d i s t r i b u t i o n throughout the s t u d y area ( l a s t p a r a g r a p h ) . ATSDR
states " A T S D R can be reasonably conf iden t that unusual ly high l e v e l s of
res idential soil lead contamination do not occur in areas f u r t h e r north or east than
the current boundaries of the study area." DEH sugge s t s that ATSDR review the
available data on lead concentrations outside of the V B / I 7 0 area to confirm this
statement, i n c l u d i n g the S k y l i n e data and other recent data c o l l e c t e d by the
N a t i o n a l Assoc ia t ion of Black Environmental i s t s , C D P H E , and the U n i v e r s i t y of
Colorado. Given the pauc i ty of data regarding indu s t r ia l / c ommerc ia l p r o p e r t i e s ,
the lack of data in residential communities to the north and east of the site, and
that no apparent s p a t i a l pat t ern exi s t s within the arsenic concentrations that are of
hea l th concern, we bel ieve this statement should be revis i ted.
In any event, we suggest that ATSDR add a q u a l i f i e r to the above referenced
statement, ind i ca t ing that ATSDR is r e f err ing to "yard-wide average lead levels"
or "sources of area-wide lead as d e f in ed in this P H A " , or a s imilar s tatement.



Obvious ly, ATSDR does not have s u f f i c i e n t in f ormat i on to make a general
statement that there are no areas of high lead l ev e l s in the yards of any p r o p e r t i e s
to the north and east of the study area. For example, it is not uncommon to f ind
elevated soil lead l e v e l s in l o ca l i z ed areas of yards, next to houses or other
b u i l d i n g s that were h i s t o r i c a l l y painted with lead-based pa in t .

21. Page 28. Discus s ion of the sur face arsenic data presented in F i g u r e s 17 and 18.
The f i g u r e s present soil arsenic l e v e l s below 30 ppm and 25 p p m , r e s p e c t i v e l y . In
the accompanying text and f i g u r e s , please c l a r i f y that these l ev e l s are below
l e v e l s of hea l th concern for arsenic in s o i l , if ATSDR agrees that is the case. We
have spoken with several community members who bel ieved that these l e v e l s
were of health concern because ATSDR had taken the time to map the data, and
bel ieved the neighborhood was h i g h l y contaminated because the map had covered
the neighborhood with red dots.

22. Page 30. Arsen i c d i s t r i b u t i o n in the s tudy area. It is unclear how ATSDR
selected the areas recommended for f ur th er s ampl ing . W h i l e a great deal of
attention is paid to contaminant trends at concentration level s considered below
hea l th concern by both EPA and ATSDR (as we understand ATSDR's p o s i t i o n ) ,
j u s t i f i c a t i o n is not p r o v i d e d for the s e l e c t ion of areas recommended for fur th er
s ampl ing . W h i l e we agree that fur th er s a m p l i n g is warranted, we do not bel ieve
that the e x i s t i n g data demons trate any areas that can be e l iminated f r o m
consideration at thi s time, inc lud ing other port ions of the Denver Metro area.

23. Page 38. T a b l e 10. DEH sugge s t s that, in general , t a b l e s should contain "stand
alone" i n f o r m a t i o n e x p l a i n i n g what calculations or assumptions were made, so
that the reader can v e r i f y the ca l cu la t i on s . For e x a m p l e , we sugge s t that T a b l e 10
contain a f o o t n o t e p r o v i d i n g the concentration of soil arsenic used in the dose
calculations. A l s o , the tab l e should contain the other assumptions used in the
dose c a l c u l a t i o n s (e.g., c a l c u l a t i o n s assume an RBA of x, a body weight of y, etc.)
or re fer the reader to another section of the PHA that e x p l i c i t l y pr e s en t s those
assumptions.

24. PaRe 38. P o s s i b l e non-cancerous heal th e f f e c t s in ch i ldren with t y p i c a l soil intake
(text immediate ly f o l l o w i n g T a b l e 10). We suggest that the text e xp la in how an
arsenic exposure can exceed an MRL but " . . . s t i l l [ b e ] s u f f i c i e n t l y b e low the dose
that cause harmfu l e f f e c t s . " (i.e., di scuss the use of s a f e t y f a c t o r s in the derivation
of an MRL).

25. Page 39. Pos s i b l e non-cancerous health e f f e c t s in children with t y p i c a l soil intake
(2"d f r o m last paragraph). The text states that"... only one p r o p e r t y ... has an
average arsenic l eve l of 759 ppm... . As part of their clean up e f f o r t s , EPA has
cleaned up the propert ie s where a pos s ib l e risk exists to children with typical soil
intake." We sugge s t that the text s p e c i f i c a l l y s tate that EPA has cleaned up the
p r o p e r t y c on ta in ing 759 ppm arsenic, if that is the case.



26. Page 40. T a b l e 11. Again, as with T a b l e 10 (and all t a b l e s ) we suggest that the
table s s p e c i f i c a l l y present the assumptions used in dose calculat ions , so that the
reader can v e r i f y the calculat ions.

27. Page 41. W e e k l y exposure. The text is c o n f u s i n g in that f ewer p r o p e r t i e s (45
proper t i e s) in the s tudy area are stated to be of concern for "habitual" s o i l - p i c a
behavior than are li s ted as of concern (650 p r o p e r t i e s ) for a one-time pica
exposure (page 39). The text should c l a r i f y this apparent di s crepancy, as well as
d i f f e r e n c e s in health e f f e c t s associated with the t ox i c i ty values used for
comparison.

28. Page 41. W e e k l y exposure (cont inued). The text s tate s "ATSDR considers
average arsenic l eve l s greater than about 270 ppm to be a concern". Please c l a r i f y
that the 270 ppm value is meant to a p p l y to children e xh i b i t ing habitual soil pica
behavior. A l s o , p l ease provide the basis for the 270 ppm value, inc lud ing the
as sumptions used in the calculations. The document should be e x p l i c i t in
p r o v i d i n g d e t a i l s , so that the reader can understand and v e r i f y c a l c u l a t i o n s .

29. Page 43. The p o s s i b i l i t y of cancer (2n d paragraph). The document prov ide s a soil
concentration of 300 ppm arsenic, as a level comparable to l i t erature doses
associated with increased risk of cancer. As above, p l ea s e b r i e f l y prov ide the
basis for this statement.

30. Page 45. The p o s s i b i l i t y of cancer (2n d f r o m las t paragraph). The paragraph
begins by s t a t i n g "in a d d i t i o n to the uncertainties l i s t e d above....", and d i s cu s s e s
the threshold dose e f f e c t s of arsenic. We suggest that this text is not an addi t ional
point, but a further elaboration on the f i r s t bu l l e t l i s t ed above the text. We
suggest combining this paragraph with the f i r s t bu l l e t above that discusses
l imi ta t ions o f the mathematical model p o s s i b l y r e s u l t i n g f r om the human body' s
a b i l i t y to e l imina t e arsenic at low l e v e l s b e f o r e it has cancer causing e f f e c t s (i.e., a
t h r e s h o l d ) .

31. Page 46. P o s s i b l e hea l th e f f e c t s f rom exposures to lead (second paragraph). As
pointed out in the t ex t , there are many sources of lead exposure. To the sentence
that begins .. ."In a d d i t i o n , children can also be exposed to lead ...". we sugges t a
reference to several addi t i onal common sources of lead exposure, such as a) some
p a r e n t s ' hobbies and b) vinyl minib l ind s for windows.

32. Page 48. Pos s ib l e health e f f e c t s f rom exposures to lead ( m i d d l e and bottom of the
page). Regarding the statement that "CDPHE has a state-wide blood lead
program that tests chi ldren for blood lead." It is our understanding that C D P H E
does not have an ongo ing state-wide program of b lood lead t e s t ing. Rather,
C D P H E does, on occasion, p e r f o r m l imited and targe t ed b lood lead t e s t i n g events,
o f t e n through cooperative f u n d i n g agreements with other organizations. The s tate
does not have f u n d i n g to p e r f o r m ongoing blood lead t e s t ing for the VB/I70 study
area, or other parts of the state. The state has an ongoing surveillance program
that tracks reported cases of children with elevated blood lead, usually i d e n t i f i e d
by other health care providers, and reports them to CDC. A l s o , the state assists



local agencies in their education, outreach, and elevated blood lead case
inve s t iga t i on e f f o r t s . W e suggest A T S D R v e r i f y t h e scope o f C D P H E ' s lead
program with CDPHE's lead program manager.

33. Page 48. P o s s i b l e hea l th e f f e c t s f rom exposures to lead (bot tom of the page ,
continued). Please correct the s p e l l i n g of "Michelle" Macias to "Mishelle"
Macias.

34. Page 49. P o s s i b l e h ea l th e f f e c t s f r om exposures to lead ( t o p of the p a g e ) . P l e a s e
make a global correction for the t e l ephone number for the Denver Department of
Environmental Health's lead program to (720) 865-5452, the new t e l ephone
number for the Environmental Protection Division.

35. Page 49. P o s s i b l e h e a l t h e f f e c t s f r om exposures to lead ( l a s t paragraph). T h i s
paragraph appear s to d u p l i c a t e information provided above. Plea s e correct.

36. Page 57. Lead in blood (bottom of page, and g loba l). As discussed above, please
correct the sentence to indicate that the blood lead t e s t ing o f f e r e d by C D P H E in
the VB/I70 area was part of a cooperative f u n d i n g agreement with another
organization, that a p p l i e d to a l imi t ed and targeted t e s t ing e f f o r t . It is our
under s tand ing that C D P H E does not have an ongoing state-wide b lood lead
t e s t ing program.

37. Page 61. H e a l t h hazard category ( 1 s t paragraph , and g l o b a l ) . The text s tate s
"ATSDR has de t ermined that soil arsenic l e v e l s at many but not all of the
p r o p e r t i e s in the V B I 7 0 s t u d y area are s a f e r e g a r d l e s s of how much soil a c h i l d or
an adul t might ingest" ( e m p h a s i s a d d e d ) . We sugges t that ATSDR q u a l i f y this
statement with the addi t i on of some text indicat ing this statement is true " . . . f or
ind iv idua l s with typi ca l soil exposures" or ".. .within the l imi t s of the evaluation
p e r f o r m e d in the PHA." W h i l e we agree with the sentiment, in general , it does
not seem a p p r o p r i a t e or accurate to make a statement that a substance is s a f e ,
"regardle s s of the amount of exposure".

38. Page 62. Uncertainty (bul l e t ed list in midd l e of the page). Please c l a r i f y the
d i f f e r e n c e between the ideas expressed in the last two b u l l e t s regarding "the
es t imation of dose in drinking water studies", and "the accuracy of exposure
es t imates in s tud i e s used to d e v e l o p heal th g u i d e l i n e values."

39. Page 64. The d i s tr ibut ion of arsenic and lead (last sentence). T y p o g r a p h i c a l
error. We believe ATSDR meant to say "that" instead of "at".

40. Page 65. Recommendations. P l e a s e cons ider a d d i n g an ATSDR recommendation
for b lood lead t e s t i n g in young ch i ldren at the site, as di scus sed in our General
comment D, above.

41. Page 65. Recommendations (bul le t #2). Mentioned in Part C of planned
activit ies for the site is "nurse vi s i t s to homes" to i d e n t i f y cases of acute arsenic



po i s on ing . P l e a s e c l a r i f y i f the nurse v i s i t s are s t i l l p lanned as part of the
described ac t iv i ty .

42. Page 65. Recommendations ( b u l l e t #2 continued, and page vi of summary). We
suggest the addi t ion of the word "potential" to the above referenced phrase in Part
C, i.e., " i d e n t i f y po t en t ia l cases of acute arsenic poisoning...".

43. Page 67. Medica l t e s t i n g . Regarding the recent C D P H E t e s t ing and the statement
that " C D P H E did not f i n d a r e l a t i o n s h i p between blood lead re su l t s and lead
leve l s in soil but too few children were tested to conclude whether or not soil lead
l e v e l s are c on tr i bu t ing to b lood lead levels". The text would b ene f i t f r o m a brief
discus s ion of the C D P H E blood data presented in EPA ( 2 0 0 1 ) a cknowl edg ing that
a d d i t i o n a l data are ava i lab l e f rom the s ta t e ' s survei l lance program that sugge s t 1)
soi l is not l i k e l y to be the main source of exposure for most c h i l d r e n a n a l y z e d ,
and 2) there is no clear d i f f e r e n c e between the elevations in blood lead for
reported cases located wi th in and ou t s ide of the boundaries of the VB/I70 site.

44. Page 69. H e a l t h educa t i on to the community ( l a s t sentence on p a g e ) . P l e a s e
c l a r i f y who or what is meant by "the three groups" in the sentence, " W o r k i n g
very c l o s e l y with re s ident s in each of the three groups...".

45. Page 79. Lis t of h e a l t h team members. Plea s e v e r i f y that the l i s t is current.
Pleas e correct the agency a f f i l i a t i o n for Gene H o o k and C e l i a V a n D e r L o o p to
"Denver Department of Environmental H e a l t h , Denver." P l e a s e v e r i f y the
s p e l l i n g of Margaret S c h o n b e c k ' s name and correct the name of the agency to
C o l o r a d o Department of Publ i c H e a l t h and Environment. Correct the l o c a t i o n
a f f i l i a t i o n for Chris P o u l e t , a s appropr ia t e .

46. Page 113. T a b l e D - l . Plea s e c l a r i f y the d i f f e r e n c e between the columns l a b e l e d
"data for the area within the VBI70 NPL site" versus "data for the area within the
V B I 7 0 s tudy area."

4 7 . Page 125. A p p e n d i x H . A T S D R ' s quan t i t a t i v e a p p r o a c h f o r e s t i m a t i n g arsenic
doses in c h i l d r e n . The PHA assumes a b i o a v a i l a b i l i t y f a c t o r for arsenic in soil
that is ".. .estimated to range from 40 to 60%...". We sugges t ATSDR p r o v i d e a
brief e x p l a n a t i o n of the basis of using a b i o a v a i l a b i l i t y f a c t o r ( u p p e r range) that
d i f f e r s f r om that determined i n E P A ' s animal study.

48. Page 125. T a b l e H - l . It i s s l i g h t l y c o n f u s i n g to the reader to note a dose e s t imate
that is greater for a one-time exposure than the dose estimate for a m u l t i p l e - t i m e
exposure. If it is accurate, we suggest the t a b l e contain a f o o t n o t e that e x p l a i n s
that these values are not meant to be compared across exposure frequency, but
with t o x i c i t y values that d i f f e r , d e p e n d i n g on the l eng th of exposure. A l t e r n a t e l y ,
the doses for d i f f e r e n t exposure frequencies could be presented in separate tab l e s .

49. Page 127. T a b l e H-2. The accompanying text s tates that c a l c u l a t i o n s were
per formed using 11 and 16.6 kgs. The table does not appear to contain values



ca l cu la t ed with d i f f e r e n t body weights . P l e a s e correct the text or the tab l e as
a p p r o p r i a t e .

50. Page 127. T a b l e H - 2 . The label in the last column does not appear to be accurate,
in that is does not t e l l the reader "how the doses compare to the t o x i c i t y value".
We suggest the column be re-labeled to "Comparison Value" or "Provisional
Acute MRL" or s imilar.

51. F i g u r e 9. N e i g h b o r i n g I n d u s t r y . There are two dot s with s imilar labe l s : "Asarco"
(blue d o t ) and "Asarco Inc. Globe" (green do t). P l e a s e v e r i f y the accuracy of the
data d e p i c t e d on the map.
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Thank you for thi s o p p o r t u n i t y to comment. If you have any questions, p l e a s e contact
Gene H o o k at 720 865-5443 or me at 720 865-5459.

C e l i a V a n D b r L o o p
EnvironmentalJ^rotect ion Divi s ion

cc: V B / I 7 0 W o r k i n g Group
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